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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 7(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 
03/27/2009 has been entered. 

Currently, claim 1 has been amended. Claims 2-5 have been canceled. Thus, claim 1 is 
pending in this application. 

Response to Amendment 

3. Applicant has canceled claims 2-3, and this is sufficient to overcome the 35 
U.S.C. 112, second paragraph rejection set forth in the previous office action. 
Accordingly, the Examiner withdraws the rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

• Claims is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Chaiken 5,333,111 in view of Williams 6,192,777. 
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• Claim elements "judgment means" and "subsidiary means" as recited in claim 1 
are means (or step) plus function limitations that invoke 35 U.S.C. 112, sixth paragraph, 
since the claimed limitations are described in terms of their function, not their 
mechanical structure. Accordingly, these claim elements appear to correspond to the 
controller described in the specification (e.g. FIG 2, labels 16 and 26 and Page 6, lines 
29-35). 

Regarding claim 1 , Chaiken teaches the following claimed limitations, a teaching 
device for an automatic cutting machine having a cutting table (FIG 1 , label 12), a 
cutting head (FIG 1 , label 40), and a cutting area on the table for placing a sheet within 
the cutting area (FIG 1 , label 20), the cutting head being capable of cutting the sheet 
only within the cutting area (col.4, lines 54-65), designation of at least two teaching 
points on the sheet (col. 6, lines 7-14) computing a position and a slope of the sheet to 
the cutting area, correcting marking data including cutting pattern of parts to be cut out 
from the sheet in accordance with the position and the slope of the sheet (see col. 7, 
lines 27-34 and lines 61-67), and cutting the sheet with corrected marking data (col. 8, 
lines 8-17). 

Chaiken further implicitly teaches judgment means forjudging whether the 
cutting pattern is contained within the cutting area, not contained within the cutting area 
along the longitudinal direction, after designation of the teaching points and the 
correction of the marking data, or not contained within the cutting area along a left-right 
direction perpendicular to the longitudinal direction (see col. 7, lines 61-68 and col. 8, 
lines 1-17), and subsidiary means for evaluating whether movement of the marking 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/522,1 84 Page 4 

Art Unit: 3715 

data along the Longitudinal direction in such a way that all the parts are moved or 
movement of the sheet along the longitudinal direction will make the cutting pattern 
within the cutting area, if the cutting pattern is not contained within the cutting area 
along the longitudinal direction (col. 9, lines 16-26 and FIG 9), for moving the marking 
data along the longitudinal direction in such a way that all the parts are moved or the 
sheet along the longitudinal direction, if one of the movements is evaluated as making 
the cutting pattern within the cutting area (FIG 1, see e.g. movement along elongated 
racks 28), for evaluating whether movement of the marking data along the left-right 
direction in such a way that all the parts are moved will make the cutting pattern within 
cutting area; and for moving the marking data along the left-right direction in such a way 
that all the parts are moved, if movement along the left-right direction is evaluated as 
making the cutting pattern within the cutting area (FIG 1, see movement along tube 34). 

Chaiken does not explicitly teach, a conveyor conveying the sheet along a 
longitudinal direction of the cutting area. 

However, Williams teaches a conveyor conveying the sheet along a longitudinal 
direction of the cutting area (FIG 3, label 118). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention was made to modify the invention of Chaiken in view of Williams by 
incorporating a motorized conveyor in order to efficiently move one or more work-pieces 
towards the cutting tool thereby saving the amount of time and resources required to 
manually position and move each work-piece on the cutting table especially during 
mass production. 
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Note that Williams also teaches the judgment means (col. 3, lines 33-46) and the 
subsidiary means (col .4, lines 10-28) having the above functional limitations. 

Response to Arguments. 
6. Applicant's arguments filled on 03/27/2009 have been fully considered. In the 
remarks, 

(1 ) Chaiken fails to disclose any equivalent of the judging means and subsidiary 
means as in claim 1 which operates together to make the cutting pattern within the 
cutting area. In particular, Chaiken is completely silent on any means for evaluating 
whether movement of the marking data along either the longitudinal direction or x-y 
direction will make the cutting pattern within the cutting area; and any means for moving 
the marking data or the sheet itself along either the longitudinal direction or in x-y 
direction. Rather, Chaiken defines "matching" as the alignment of fabric design repeats 
in the fabric from one segment of a garment to a corresponding segment . . . 
• In response to argument (1 ), Examiner respectfully disagrees. Chaiken does 
suggest a judging means and a subsidiary means that operate together to make cutting 
pattern within the cutting area. Based on the broadest reasonable interpretation of the 
claimed features, for example the judgment means is a video component that has a 
camera (FIG 1 , label 60) which captures images of the fabric to be cut and transmit the 
information to the computer/controller. In the same way, the subsidiary means is the 
computer/controller that receives the signals from the camera and adjusts the cutting 
tool based on the received information. That means, the controller/computer performs 
the functions of both judgment means and subsidiary means since it makes the 
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adjustment after evaluating (judging) the information received from the camera. 
According to Chaiken's teaching, this video component operates together with the 
controller when cutting the fabric. For example, the line "Further, the cutting system 
has a video sub-system 60 for generating image signals of a portion of the fabric 
sheet of interest. The video sub-system is configured with the cutting head to 
move as an assembly. . . Light reflected from the table is provided via the lens to a 
charge coupled device (CCD) array color camera or vidicon 68 which generates 
electrical signal equivalents of the image of the selected fabric portion." (col. 6, lines 
65-68 and col. 7, lines 1-11) suggests the judgment means for determining and 
transmitting information indicating whether the fabric is within the specified region. 

Similarly the line, "The controller then provides command signals to move at 
block 100 the cutting head to a first, match-to-fabric point 102 (M0). The operator 
then manually slews the cutting head to ensure that the theoretical match-to-fabric point 
is aligned with the fabric design. This operation is the only one in the preferred 
embodiment which requires manual input. Thereafter, the present system accomplishes 
the programmed functions without the need for human intervention when configured as 
an automatic design matching." (col. 8, lines 8-17) suggests the fact that controller (in 
this case as a subsidiary means) sends command to the cutting tool to cut the fabric 
after evaluating the information received from the video sub-system (i.e. judgment 
means). 

Therefore, the Examiner concludes that Applicant's currently presented claimed 
features have already been taught or suggested by the prior art. 
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(2) Williams fails to cure the deficiencies of Chaiken. Williams defines "matching" 
very similarly to that of Chaiken . . . The marker in Williams is adjusted simply because 
the workpiece may have imperfections and may be irregularly or improperly aligned on 
the cutting table, as is shown in Fig.2B. Like Chaiken, Williams is silent on positioning 
the cutting patterns into the cutting area so that the cutting patterns are contained into 
the cutting area. The object of the presently claimed invention is to position the cutting 
patterns within the cutting area. Accordingly, it is not necessary to alter the relative 
positions of the cutting patterns with each other. Therefore, the marking data may be 
moved as a whole. This feature is not suggested by Chaiken or Williams. 
• In response to argument (2) the Examiner respectfully disagrees. Williams also 
teaches or suggests adjusting the marker in order to align the location on the work piece 
so that the cutting tool cuts the work piece at the desired location. Even if Applicant 
indicated that "the marker in Williams is adjusted simply because the workpiece may 
have imperfections and may be irregularly or improperly aligned on the cutting table", 
such improper alignment by itself suggests that the workpiece is not in the desired 
cutting area (due to the misalignment). Therefore, according to Williams teaching, the 
marker is adjusted in order to position the workpiece in the desired cutting area. For 
example the line "The marker is then adjusted such that the selected point thereon 
coincides with a desired location on the workpiece. This process is repeated as 
necessary to compensate for all observed irregularities. When adjustment of the 
marker is complete, the adjusted marker is utilized to direct the cutting device to cut 
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the pieces of material from the workpiece." (col.4, lines 21-28) suggests the fact that 
the cutting tool will cut the workpiece when it is positioned in the desired cutting area. 

Further more, both Chaiken and Williams have suggested for example 
longitudinal and left-right motion of the marker data to determine or evaluate whether 
the workpiece is in the desired cutting region. For example, as indicated in FIG 1 of 
Chaiken's device, the cutting assembly is capable of moving longitudinally (along the 
elongated racks 28) and left-right direction (along the guide tube 34) relative to the 
position of the workpiece in order to locate the workpiece. This clearly suggests 
Applicant's currently claimed feature with regard to longitudinal and left-right movement 
of the marking data. Therefore, one of ordinary skill in the art would readily recognize 
from the teaching of the reference that Chaiken's device is capable of moving the 
marker data in any desired direction (longitudinal and left-right direction). 

Note also that for example regarding the claimed feature "judgment means for 
judging whether the cutting pattern is contained within the cutting area, not contained 
within the cutting area along the longitudinal direction, after designation of the teaching 
points and the correction of the marking data, o r not contained within the cutting area 
along a left-right direction perpendicular to the longitudinal direction ": this limitation have 
similar meaning as "judgment means forjudging whether the cutting pattern is 
contained within the cutting area," since judging whether a particular pattern is located 
within a given cutting area implies checking whether the pattern is contained (or not 
contained) in that cutting area along the X-Y plane (i.e. both longitudinal and left-right 
direction are understood when judging an "area"); and therefore reciting this already 
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known meaning does not distinguish the current invention from the prior art, since the 
video sub-system of Chaiken's device is utilized to locate the portion of the fabric to be 
cut by scanning along the X-Y plane. That means, the above claimed feature is still 
within the scope of the prior art. 

This claimed feature is further suggested by Williams' invention. For example 
FIG 1 shows a cutting assembly (FIG 1 , label 28) that is capable of moving 
longitudinally (along the elongated racks 26) and left-right direction (along the tube of 
main carriage 24) with respect to the workpiece. Williams further teaches a conveyor 
that moves the workpiece to the cutting tool when the workpiece is initially placed on the 
cutting table (e.g. FIG 3, label 111). 

Therefore, the Examiner concludes that Applicant's claimed features have 
already been taught or suggested by the prior art. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Bruk A. Gebremichael whose telephone number is (571) 
270-3079. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Friday (7:30AM- 
5:00PM) ALT. Friday OFF. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Xuan Thai can be reached on (571) 272-7147. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Bruk A Gebremichael/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 3715 

/Cameron Saadat/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3715 



